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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-9, 12, 13, 23-25, and 28-30 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Objections 

2. Claim 1 is objected to because of the following informalities: in lines 1-2 "circuit 
within" should be "circuit cards within". Appropriate correction is required. 

3. Claim 2 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 3 "to by" should be 
"by". Appropriate correction is required. 

4. Claim 4 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 1, "claim 1" should 
be "claim 32" since claim 4 recites the limitation "the reply packet", which does not have 
antecedent basis in claim 1, but does have antecedent basis in claim 32. In line 2, "to a sender" 
should be "to one of the plurality of circuit cards" since claim 32 fails to disclose the step of 
"routing each packet to a processor and sending the reply packet to a sender" Appropriate 
correction is required. 

5. Claim 9 is objected to because of the following informalities: in line 2, "to a sender" 
should be "to one of the plurality of circuit cards" since claim 32 fails to disclose the step of 
"routing each packet to a processor and sending the reply packet to a sender". Appropriate 
correction is required. 

6. Applicant is advised that should claim 12 be found allowable, claim 24 will be objected 
to under 37 CFR 1.75 as being a substantial duplicate thereof. When two claims in an 
application are duplicates or else are so close in content that they both cover the same thing, 
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despite a slight difference in wording, it is proper after allowing one claim to object to the other 
as being a substantial duplicate of the allowed claim. See MPEP § 706.03(k). 

7. Claim 29 is objected to because of the following informalities; in line 2, "cards to 
comprises" should be "cards comprises". Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

8. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

9. Claim 28 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for 
failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which appUcant regards as 
the invention. 

10. Claim 28 recites "switching the packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards coupled 
to a predetermined port of the switch coupled to the one of the plurality of circuit cards specified 
in the routing label." It is unclear from this limitation whether the packet is switched to "one of 
the plurality of circuit cards coupled to a predetermined port of the switch" or whether the packet 
is switched to "the one of the plurality of cards specified in the routing label." Since the 
Examiner is unsure of the scope of the claim, Examiner will not fiirther examine this claim to 
determine the patentability of the claim with respect to the prior art. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

1 1 . The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United States. 
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12. Claim 33 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Shimojo et al. 
(USPN 5,787,072). 

13. Regarding claim 33, Shimojo discloses an apparatus at a node of a network, comprising: 
a plurality of circuit cards (ref 12) and a switching fabric (ref. 22) (see Fig. 1 and col. 1, lines 
22-42); means for routing a packet through the switching fabric to one of the plurality of 
circuit cards based on an internal routing label attached to the packet (col. 1, lines 32-42, 
where a routing tag is appended to a cell when it is received at a circuit card and then used to 
control the switching); and means for removing the internal routing label prior to transmission 
of the packet from the apparatus (col. 1, lines 32-42, where the routing tag is removed before 
the cells are output). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

15. Claims 1, 12, 13, 23-25, 32, and 34-37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Shimojo et al. (USPN 5,787,072) in view of van Landegem (USPN 
5,265,091). 

16. Regarding claim 1, Shimojo discloses a method of routing packets between a plurality of 
circuit cards (ref 12) within a node of a network (Fig. 1), comprising: examining a packet, the 
packet including an internal routing label specifying one of a plurality of circuit cards (col. 1, 
lines 32-42, where the cell is switched to a particular card under the control of the routing tag 
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such that the routing tag specifies a particular card); routing the packet to the one of the plurality 
of circuit cards specified in the internal routing label (col. 1, lines 32-42, where the cell is 
switched to a particular card under the control of the routing tag). 

Shimojo does not expressly disclose that the routing label includes a packet type where 
the routing of the packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards specified in the label occurs in 
response to the packet type being indicative of a first type. Van Landegem discloses, in a system 
for switching cells, that a control cell, which is routed in a node using a routing label, 
additionally includes a Type field (col. 8, lines 25-34). Van Landegem also discloses that the 
control cell is switched differently than normal cells in that the control cell is sent to a processor 
on the node (col. 9, lines 12-17), rather than a circuit card. Van Landegem' s control cell is used 
to establish a Virtual Path across the node for subsequent "normal" cells to use (col. 10, lines 6- 
12). Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to use van Langegem's control cell in the context of Shimojo' s switching node in order 
to permit the switching node to set up Virtual Paths through the switching nodeMn order to do 
this, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
have the routing label include a packet type to allow the system to distinguish between "normal" 
cells and control cells to enable the system to route normal cells to one of the plurality of circuit 
cards specified in the label and to route the control cell to a controller in the switching node. 
17. Regarding claims 12 and 24, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses popping the 
internal routing label from a label stack on the packet after receiving the packet at the one of the 
plurality of circuit cards (Shimojo: col. 1, lines 36-42, where the internal routing label is 
removed, i.e. "popped," before the cell is output). 
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18. Regarding claim 13, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses popping the routing 
label from the label information table stack after receiving the packet at the processor within 
the system (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 18-22, where the processor determines the output link 
of the cell and where cell are routed according to routing tags such that the processor "pops" 
the label from an information table stack). 

19. Regarding claim 23, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses pushing the internal 
routing label onto a label stack of the packet after receiving the packet (Shimojo: col. 1, lines 
32-36, where cells have the routing label appended to them, i.e. "pushed," after the cells are 
received). 

20. Regarding claim 25, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses popping the routing 
label from the label stack after receiving the packet at the processor within the node system 
(van Landegem: col. 9, lines 45-61, where the processor modifies the routing label such that is 
"pops" the label before it modifies it). 

21 . Regarding claim 32, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses routing the packet to 
a processor within the system in response to the packet type being indicative of a control 
packet (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 12-17, where the system routes a control packet to a 
processor) and sending a reply packet to the one of the plurality of circuit cards specified in the 
internal routing label (van Landegem: col. 10, lines 6-12 where a confirm control cell is sent to 
the sender to acknowledge the setup of the connection). 

22. Regarding claim 34, incorporating the rejection of claim 1 and 32, Shimojo in view of 
van Landegem discloses a processor (van Landegem: Fig. 4, ref. PRl 13), the processor 
including means for sending a reply packet in response to receiving a control packet to one of 
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the plurality of circuit cards identified in the internal routing label (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 
45-52, where the processor sets a VP and a new routing field for a control cell, and col. 10, 
lines 6-14, where a confirm control cell containing the VP and routing field are returned to the 
sender to acknowledge the setup of the connection). 

23. Regarding claim 35, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses that the internal 
routing label further includes a packet type identifier (van Landegem: col. 8, lines 28-34). 

24. Regarding claim 36, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses that the means for 
routing also routes based, at least in part, on the packet type identifier (van Landegem: col. 9, 
lines 12-17, where the node switches control packets to a processor and Shimojo: col. 1, lines 
36-42, where the node switches normal packets to a destination circuit card). 

25. Regarding claim 37, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses that the means for 
routing includes means for routing the packet to the processor if the packet type identifier 
indicates a control packet type (van Landegem: col. 9, lines 12-17, where the node switches 
control packets to a processor and Shimojo: col. 1, lines 36-42, where the node switches 
normal packets to a destination circuit card). 

26. Claims 2-9, 29, and 30 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Shimojo et al. (USPN 5,787,072) in view of van Landegem (USPN 5,265,091) as applied to 
claims 1, 23, and 32 above, and further in view of Timbs (USPN 5,809,025). 

27. Regarding claims 2, 3, 6, 7, and 29, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses that 
routing the packet to the one of a plurality of circuit cards comprises: receiving the packet at a 
switch (Shimojo: col. 1, lines 32-36); and switching the packet to the one of the plurality of 
circuit cards coupled to a predetermined port of the switch (Shimojo: col. 1, lines 36-42). 
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Shimojo in view of van Landegem does not expressly disclose that the port is specified 
by a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier included in the 
internal routing label. Timbs teaches, in a system for switching cells between cards, routing a 
cell upon an inter-shelf route by using a shelf identifier (BTSI shelf number) and a slot 
identifier (slot identification number) (col. 10, lines 13-18). Timbs further discloses that, once 
a cell is received upon a particular destination shelf, the cell is routed according to a link 
identifier (span line number) and a channel identifier (channel number) (col. 10, lines 24-36). 
Timbs teaches that routing according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and 
a channel identifier is beneficial because this permits "near-static routing of a data stream" 
"with minimal requirements of shared resources" (col. 2, line 66-col. 3, line 3). Simply, in such 
a system, within the switch, each intermediate module will be able to switch a cell based on 
static information contained in the module (col. 3, lines 7-12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to switch packets 
according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier 
included in the internal routing label in the system of Shimojo since such routing permits 
"near-static routing of a data stream" where this eases the burden on the switch to update the 
switching tables. 

28. Regarding claims 4, 5, 8, 9, and 30, Shimojo in view of van Landegem discloses that 
routing the packet to a processor and sending the reply packet comprises: receiving the packet 
at a switch (Shimojo: col. 1, lines 32-36); switching the packet to a predetermined port of the 
switch coupled to the processor (Shimojo: col. 1, lines 36-42); and switching the reply packet 
to the one of the plurality of circuit cards coupled to a second predetermined port of the switch 
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(van Landegem: col. 10, lines 6-14, where the confirm control cell is routed according to a 
routing label). 

Shimojo in view of van Landegem does not expressly disclose that the port is specified 
by a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier included in the 
internal routing label. Timbs teaches, in a system for switching cells between cards, routing a 
cell upon an inter-shelf route by using a shelf identifier (BTSI shelf number) and a slot 
identifier (slot identification number) (col. 10, lines 13-18). Timbs further discloses that, once 
a cell is received upon a particular destination shelf, the cell is routed according to a link 
identifier (span line number) and a channel identifier (channel number) (col. 10, lines 24-36). 
Timbs teaches that routing according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and 
a channel identifier is beneficial because this permits "near-static routing of a data stream" 
"with minimal requirements of shared resources" (col. 2, line 66-col. 3, line 3). Simply, in such 
a system, within the switch, each intermediate module will be able to switch a cell based on 
static information contained in the module (col. 3, lines 7-12). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to switch packets 
according to a shelf identifier, a slot identifier, a link identifier, and a channel identifier 
included in the internal routing label in the system of Shimojo since such routing permits 
"near-static routing of a data stream" where this eases the burden on the switch to update the 
switching tables. 

Conclusion 
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29, Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE -MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS fi-om the date of this 
final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Daniel J. Ryman whose telephone number is (571)272-3152. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mon.-Fri. 8:00am-4:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessfiil, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (571)272-3155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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Examiner 
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03^ 




TECHNOLOGY CENTER 2600 



